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Summary  
The purpose of this paper is to explore a Deweyian theoretical framework of service-learning layered 
with Astin’s (1991) Input-Environment-Outcomes (IEO) Model. This layering of theoretical and 
conceptual frameworks serves as the foundation to argue that differences in students’ background 
characteristics affect the service-learning experiences of low-income, first-generation students and, 
thereby, the related outcomes. 

Dewey’s theory of learning results from the interplay between continuity and interaction. The principle 
of continuity forms a longitudinal continuum (present experiences are affected by past experiences and 
will affect future experiences), while the principle of interaction forms a lateral dimension of 
experiences (transaction between student and environment). Dewey’s principles of continuity and 
interaction inform the theoretical foundations of service-learning and attribute its success to providing 



situations for learning that draw upon personal backgrounds (Eyler & Giles, 1999; Giles & Eyler, 1994; 
Jacoby & Associates, 1996).  

The second layer of the author’s theoretical framework is Astin’s (1991) IEO model of student 
outcomes. The model consists of demographic characteristics and academic and social experiences 
(Inputs), experiences students encounter in college (Environment), and student characteristics, 
knowledge, skills, etc. as a result of college experiences (Outcomes) (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). The 
IEO model illustrates Dewey’s principle of interaction at work in the influence of inputs on environment 
as well as Dewey’s principle of continuity in the influence of inputs on outcomes.  

This layered model has two important implications. First, the model extends theoretical understanding of 
how students’ backgrounds affect the experience and outcomes of service-learning. This is significant 
for the practice of service-learning pedagogy and for shaping educative experiences because it 
contributes to understanding how students’ backgrounds impact their experience. Second, this model 
indicates that student background characteristics will likely affect outcomes related to their participation 
in service-learning. This is significant for the future research and appropriate validation of service-
learning as an effective pedagogy.   
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